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Further,	a	2	(Load:	low,	high)	x	2	(Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	repeated	measures	ANOVA	showed	a	significant	main	effect	of	load	F(1,52)=195.93,	p	<0.001,	h!" 	=	0.79,	which	had	an	effect	size	that	is	conventionally	considered	large	(Figure	2A).	There	was	no	significant	main	effect	of	compatibility	F(1,52)=0.20,	p	=0.66,	h!" 	<0.01	and	no	significant	interaction	between	Load	and	Compatibility	F(1,52)=0.03,	p=0.87,	h!" 	<0.01.	The	effect	sizes	for	the	main	effect	of	compatibility	and	the	two-way	interaction	were	close	to	zero.	The	main	effect	of	load	shows	that	participants	were	less	accurate	on	the	working	memory	task	in	the	high	load	than	low	load	condition	(Figure	2A).				
























Working	memory		 Accuracy.	On	average,	all	conditions	were	above	chance	performance	as	demonstrated	by	the	95%	confidence	intervals	not	including	50%	(Figure	3A).	Further,	a	2	(Load:	low,	high)	x	2	(Spatial	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	x	2	(Imitative	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	repeated	measures	ANOVA	showed	a	main	effect	of	load	F(1,47)=1368.45,	p	<0.001,	h!" 	=	0.97.	The	effect	size	for	the	influence	of	load	was	large	and	in	the	expected	direction	such	that	accuracy	was	lower	in	the	high	than	low	load	conditions	(Figure	3A).	There	was	also	a	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	interaction	F(1,47)=6.42,	p	=0.02,	h!" 	=	0.12,	which	showed	that	the	imitative	compatibility	effect	(lower	accuracy	in	incompatible	than	compatible	
 21 
conditions)	was	larger	at	spatially	incompatible	than	compatible	levels.	All	other	main	effects	and	interactions	were	not	significant	and	effect	sizes	were	close	to	zero	(Figure	3A;	Supplementary	Table	1).			
SRC	task		 Accuracy.	Average	accuracy	was	over	90%	in	all	conditions	(Figure	3B).	Further,	a	2	(Load:	low,	high)	x	2	(Spatial	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	x	2	(Imitative	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	repeated	measures	ANOVA	showed	a	main	effect	of	Spatial	Compatibility	F(1,47)=32.96,	p	<0.001,	h!" 	=	0.41	and	a	main	effect	of	Imitative	Compatibility	F(1,47)=36.98,	p	<0.001,	h!" 	=	0.44.	There	was	also	a	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	interaction	F(1,47)=5.33,	p	=0.03,	h!" 	=	0.10.	All	other	main	effects	and	interactions	were	not	significant	and	effect	sizes	were	close	to	zero	or	small	(Supplementary	Table	1).	The	effect	sizes	for	the	influence	of	both	spatial	and	imitative	compatibility	were	large	and	in	the	expected	direction	such	that	accuracy	was	lower	in	the	incompatible	than	compatible	conditions	(Figure	3B).	In	addition,	the	interaction	showed	that	the	imitative	compatibility	effect	was	larger	at	spatially	incompatible	than	compatible	levels.		 Reaction	time.	A	2	(Load:	low,	high)	x	2	(Spatial	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	x	2	(Imitative	Compatibility:	compatible,	incompatible)	repeated	measures	ANOVA	showed	a	main	effect	of	Spatial	Compatibility	F(1,47)=76.59,	p	<0.001,	



































































































Exp.	1	 	 	 	













	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Spatial	compatibility	
(imitatively	compatible)	
	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 37.70	[28.72,	∞]	 1.02	 	 35.05	[25.87,	∞]	 0.92	 	High	load	 43.75	[33.47,	∞]	 1.03	 	 31.68	[22.98,	∞]	 0.87	 	High	–	Low	load	 6.05	[-4.38,	∞]	 0.14	 2.47	 -3.36	[-14.37,	∞]	 -0.07	 9.17	
Spatial	compatibility	
(imitative	incompatible)	 	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 40.96	[28.69,	∞]	 0.81	 	 33.77	[24.41,	∞]	 0.87	 	High	load	 35.63	[24.67,	∞]	 0.79	 	 30.31	[17.98,	∞]	 0.87	 	High	–	Low	load	 -5.33	[-17.80,	∞]	 -0.10	 10.24	 -3.46	[-17.13,	∞]	 -0.06	 8.68		 	 	 	 	 	 	
Imitative	compatibility	
(spatially	compatible)	
	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 24.59	[13.86,	∞]	 0.56	 	 9.04	[1.74,	∞]	 0.30	 	High	load	 27.68	[18.62,	∞]	 0.74	 	 15.45	[3.70,	∞]	 0.32	 	High	–	Low	load	 3.09	[-9.61,	∞]	 0.06	 4.51	 6.41	[-4.09,	∞]	 0.15	 2.34	
Imitative	compatibility	






Low load High load Target
Exp. 1
SRC Task




















df	 F	 p	 h!"	 df	 F	 p	 h!"	
Working	memory	accuracy	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Load	 1,	47	 1368.45	 <0.001	 0.97	 1,	48	 486.54	 <0.001	 0.91	Spatial	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.45	 0.50	 0.01	 1,	48	 0.61	 0.44	 0.01	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.93	 0.34	 0.02	 1,	48	 0.06	 0.81	 <0.01	Load	*	Spatial	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.04	 0.85	 <0.01	 1,	48	 1.65	 0.21	 0.03	Load	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.67	 0.42	 0.01	 1,	48	 0.03	 0.87	 <0.01	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 6.42	 0.02	 0.12	 1,	48	 0.10	 0.75	 <0.01	Load	*	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.26	 0.61	 0.01	 1,	48	 0.03	 0.87	 <0.01		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
SRC	accuracy	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Load	 1,	47	 1.19	 0.28	 0.03	 1,	48	 0.03	 0.86	 <0.01	Spatial	Compatibility	 1,	47	 32.96	 <0.001	 0.41	 1,	48	 46.08	 <0.001	 0.49	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 36.98	 <0.001	 0.44	 1,	48	 9.40	 0.00	 0.16	Load	*	Spatial	Compatibility	 1,	47	 1.01	 0.32	 0.02	 1,	48	 5.67	 0.02	 0.11	Load	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.02	 0.89	 <0.01	 1,	48	 0.34	 0.56	 0.01	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 5.33	 0.03	 0.10	 1,	48	 5.44	 0.02	 0.10	Load	*	Spatial	Compatibility	*	Imitative	Compatibility	 1,	47	 0.02	 0.89	 <0.01	 1,	48	 0.01	 0.93	 <0.01		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	










Exp.	1	(N=48)	 	 	 	













	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Spatial	compatibility	
(imitatively	compatible)	
	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 38.31	[25.75,	∞]	 1.02	 	 40.77	[25.61,	∞]	 1.33	 	High	load	 51.84	[37.13,	∞]	 1.18	 	 39.01	[19.10,	∞]	 0.97	 	High	–	Low	load	 13.53	[1.54,	∞]	 0.38	 0.51	 -1.77	[-26.78,	∞]	 -0.04	 3.93	
Spatial	compatibility	
(imitative	incompatible)	 	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 42.09	[25.38,	∞]	 0.84	 	 31.59	[10.88,	∞]	 0.75	 	High	load	 32.42	[16.89,	∞]	 0.70	 	 19.91	[-12.96,	∞]	 0.30	 	High	–	Low	load	 -9.67	[-27.63,	∞]	 -0.18	 8.51	 -11.68	[-39.50,	∞]	 -2.10	 5.68		 	 	 	 	 	 	
Imitative	compatibility	
(spatially	compatible)	
	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 26.85	[11.88,	∞]	 0.60	 	 16.19	[-3.52,	∞]	 0.41	 	High	load	 31.83	[19.43,	∞]	 0.86	 	 32.11	[3.48,	∞]	 0.55	 	High	–	Low	load	 4.98	[-10.25,	∞]	 0.11	 2.98	 15.92	[-6.81,	∞]	 0.35	 1.09	
Imitative	compatibility	
(spatially	incompatible)	 	 	 	 	 	 	Low	load		 30.64	[12.38,	∞]	 0.42	 	 7.00	[-15.42,	∞]	 0.15	 	High	load	 12.42	[-3.64,	∞]	 0.26	 	 13.00	[-7.16,	∞]	 0.32	 	High	–	Low	load	 -18.22	[-37.53,	∞]	 -0.32	 11.40	 6.01	[-21.29,	∞]	 0.11	 2.63	
	
